

















contained in Eversource’s delivery service tariff and Eversource has been providing such service
under that tariff since 2001. FEL is therefore essentially requesting that the Commission

approve a special contract for service at rates other than those fixed by Eversource’s schedules of
general application. FEL, however, provides no information that would satisfy the requirements
for such a special contract under RSA 378:18 and RSA 378:18-a, but merely requests that the
Commission disregard any such provisions without providing any justification or reasoning for
doing so.

11. In sum, the Commission dismissed FEL’s prior petition because it provided
insufficient information to permit the Commission to actually render any decision. The same
infirmities continue to exist. FEL has added minimal detail in its new submission, but has still
only provided the Commission with a concept for a potential transaction, and no information that
demonstrates that the transaction actually could or would meet the requirements of the law. FEL
has acknowledged that there are numerous “big issues” included within its proposal, See
Transcript of May 6, 2015 Prehearing Conference in DE 15-068 at 12, and yet has provided
nothing in its contract or other documentation that addresses or resolves those issues. Instead,
FEL is apparently attempting to use the Commission’s adjudicative process to vet its ideas as
some sort of precursor to making a proposal that might meet the requirements of RSA chapter
362-A. See Transcript of May 6, 2015 Prehearing Conference in DE 15-068 at 16 (FEL noting
that it is “interested in hearing what other people would have to say” about its proposal and what
“their suggestions might be about how we could go about doing this.”). This proposal is, as the
prior one was, a hypothetical situation where the petitioner is seeking advice on how the
Commission might review and decide this case. That is not a proper use of the Commission’s

process and this docket should be dismissed.



WHEREFORE, Eversource respectfully requests that the Commission:
A. Grant Eversource’s motion to dismiss;
B. Stay the proceeding pending a ruling on the motion to dismiss; and

C. Order such further relief as may be just and equitable.
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